ARIZONA BOARD OF APPRAISAL
1400 West Washington, Suite 360
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602)542-1539  FAX (602)542-1598
Web Site: www.appraisal.state.az.us

MINUTES
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2008, 9:00 AM.

Board Members Present at Roll Call in Person: Les Abrams; Gabe Corral; Myra Jefferson; Debbie Rudd. Board Member
Present at Roll Call Telephonically: Michael Marquess. A quorum was present. Board Members Present after Roll Call
Telephonically: Cynthia Henry. Board Members Absent: Victor Hartsfield. Vacant Board Member Positions: Certified
General Appraiser; Public.

Also Present at Roll Call: Debb Pearson, Executive Director; Rebecca Loar, Regulatory Compliance Administrator;
Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General.

Les Abrams acted as Chairperson.

The Board pledged allegiance to the flag of the United States of America.

Debbie Rudd moved that the Minutes of the November 20, 2008, Regular Board Meeting be approved. Myra Jefferson
seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion. Staff was instructed to place approval of the
Minutes of the December 5, 2008, Board Outreach Meeting on the Board'’s next regular agenda and that the draft be
placed on the Board’s website.

APPLICATION REVIEW COMMITTEE REPORT

Debbie Rudd reported the following Arizona appraiser and property tax agent information as of December 10, 2008:

12/06 12/07 12/08
Licensed Residential 1078 1103 847
Certified Residential 959 1097 1259
Certified General 768 796 827
Nonresident Temporary 56 Total 2861 27 Total 3023 39 Total 2972
Property Tax Agents 302 269 289

Gabe Corral moved that the Board accept the Committee’s recommendations (see attached). Myra Jefferson seconded
the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

APPRAISAL TESTING AND EDUCATION COMMITTEE REPORT

Debbie Rudd moved that the Board accept the Committee’s recommendations (see attached). Myra Jefferson seconded
the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
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PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CALL TO PUBLIC

Brad D. Mazerolle, Certified Residential Appraiser #21824, and Juan Restrepo, Certified Residential Appraiser #21439,
filed Calls to Public and spoke to the Board concerning the Board’s Revised FAQs Concerning Supervising
Appraisers/Trainees. Staff was instructed to place the matter on the Board’s next agenda.

COMPLAINT REVIEW

Review and Action Concerning 2720, Thomas A. Reeb.

Respondent appeared. Staff summary was read. Debbie Rudd moved that the Board find no violations and dismiss the
complaint. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Review and Action Concerning 2749, Patricia A. Haskell.

Respondent did not appear. Complainant appeared. Staff summary was read. Debbie Rudd moved that the Board find
no violations and dismiss the complaint. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the
motion.

Review and Action Concerning 2734, Cody J. Turton.

Respondent did not appear. Staff summary was read. Debbie Rudd moved that the Board open a complaint against
Respondent for noncompliance with a Board subpoena. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The motion was withdrawn.
Debbie Rudd moved that the matter be referred to formal hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).
Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Review and Action Concerning 2747, Steve A. McReynolds.

Respondent did not appear. Staff summary was read. Gabe Corral moved that the Board find no violations and dismiss
the complaint. Myra Jefferson seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Review and Action Concerning 2756, Joyce A. Buchta.

Respondent did not appear. Staff summary was read. Debbie Rudd moved that the Board find no violations and dismiss
the complaint. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Review and Action Concerning 2488, Richard A. Webb.

Respondent did not appear. Jeanne Galvin updated the Board concerning Respondent’s court proceedings and the
Board noted the 12-month file review.
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Review and Action Concerning Superior Court Case CV-06-4140 (03F-1782-BOA/03F-1784-BOA)/2492, Felicia M.
Coplan.

Respondent did not appear. Jeanne Galvin updated the Board concerning the court proceedings concerning CV-06-4140
(03F-1782-BOA/03F-1784-BOA). The Board noted the 12-month file review concerning 2492.

Review and Action Concerning 2311/2312/2313/2314/2315, Shahab A. Mehkri.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).

Review and Action Concerning 2321, Thomas J. Dozier.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).

Review and Action Concerning 2418, Lance R. Freeman.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) if the signed Consent Agreement and Order of Discipline was not
timely received.

Review and Action Concerning 2444, Dawna (Rogers) Khourdepaz.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) unless settled.

Review and Action Concerning 2453, Jaime Topete.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).

Review and Action Concerning 2477, Robert L. VanDyke.

Respondent appeared. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).

Review and Action Concerning 2481, Daniel W. Mahoney.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the investigation.
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Review and Action Concerning 2487, Nathan G. Morris.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).

Review and Action Concerning 2502, Clare A. Williamson-Redding.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH).

Review and Action Concerning 2503, Randall P. Jacobs.

Respondent did not appear. Upon its 12-month file review, the Board instructed staff to proceed with the formal hearing
before the Board.

Informal Hearing Concerning 2624, Shemika L. Hill.

Respondent appeared, was sworn in, made statements to the Board and answered the Board’s questions. Debbie Rudd
moved that the Board find Level Il violations and offer Respondent a Consent Agreement and Order citing the violations
and providing for probation, mentorship and education. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously
in favor of the motion.

BOARD CHAIRMAN REPORT
Les Abrams revised the Committee member appointments on the Appraisal Testing and Education Committee.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT

Debb Pearson reported on the status of the Assistant Attorney General’s assignments; advised no complaint answer
dates that had been extended by staff; and reported the following complaint statistics as of 11/30/08 for calendar years
2006, 2007, and 2008:

2006 2007 2008 2007 2008

Complaints received by Board 209 243 217
Complaints heard by Board 619 814
OF THOSE COMPLAINTS:

Complaints dismissed 73 91 60 98 72
Complaints referred to investigation 84 94 61 116 76
Complaints resolved with nondisciplinary letter of concern 30 16 14 20 16
Complaints resolved with nondisciplinary letter of remedial action 1 19 19 18 26
Complaints resolved with disciplinary letter of due diligence 6 13 7 9 13
Complaints resolved with probation 53 51 6 44 54
Complaints referred to informal hearing 67 79 15 79 55
Complaints referred to formal hearing 40 47 8 32 52
Complaints resolved with suspension 28 9 1 4 31

G:\MINUTES\1208.WPD



Minutes
December 11, 2008

Page 5
2006 2007 2008 2007 2008
Complaints resolved with surrender 2 5 2 2 6
Complaints resolved with revocation 2 4 0 4 2
Complaints resolved with cease and desist letters 24 6 0 4 4
Violation Levels:
I 35 21 16 25 19
Il 1 31 26 23 40
I 22 52 7 41 42
\% 4 8 1 6 5
V 33 8 0 5 27
Additional Information:
2005 2006 2007 2008
Jurisdiction Expired & Complaints Closed 21 20 12 1"
Denials of New Applications 5 7 7 5
Denials of Renewal Applications 2 4 1 0
CONFIRMATION OF MEETING DATES, TIMES, LOCATIONS AND PURPOSES
The upcoming Committee and Board meetings were confirmed as follows:
January
14 Application Review Committee 2:00 p.m.
14 Appraisal Testing and Education Committee 2:30 p.m.
11 Board 9:00 a.m.
COMPLAINT REVIEW

Informal Hearing Concerning 2634, Gwendalynn M. Partlow.

Respondent appeared, was sworn in, made statements to the Board and answered the Board’s questions. Corey I.
Richter, Esq., represented the Respondent. Gabe Corral moved that the Board withdraw the prior due diligence consent
letter. Myra Jefferson seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion. Gabe Corral moved
that the Board find Level | violations and issue Respondent a nondisciplinary letter of remedial action citing violations and
providing for remedial education. Michael Marquess seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the

motion.
Cynthia Henry joined the meeting telephonically.

Review and Action Concerning 2746, Mary M. Henningsen.

Respondent appeared. Michael Marquess recused himself. Staff summary was read. Debbie Rudd moved that the
Board find no violations and dismiss the complaint. Cynthia Henry seconded the motion. The Board voted 5-1 in favor of

the motion. Gabe Corral voted no.
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Cynthia Henry left the meeting. A quorum remained.

Informal Hearing Concerning 2638, Anthony C. Pierson.

Respondent did not appear. Debbie Rudd moved that the Board find Level Il violations and offer Respondent a Consent
Agreement and Order citing the violations and providing for probation, mentorship and education. Gabe Corral seconded
the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

NEW BUSINESS

Discussion and Action Concerning Comments at the 12/5/08 Tucson Board Outreach Meeting.

Staff was instructed to research receipt of payments by credit card.

Discussion and Action Concerning Dates for the Board’s Phoenix Outreach Meetings.

Debbie Rudd moved that the Board’s Phoenix Outreach Meetings be scheduled for February 27, 2009, and March 27,
2009. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion. Staff was instructed to
research meeting places for the meetings.

COMPLAINT REVIEW

Informal Hearing Concerning 2643, Brian A. Friedman.

Respondent appeared, was sworn in, made statements to the Board and answered the Board’s questions. Debbie Rudd
moved that the Board find Level Il violations and issue Respondent a nondisciplinary letter of remedial action citing
violations and providing for remedial education. Michael Marquess seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously
in favor of the motion.

Christopher Munns, Assistant Attorney General, Solicitor General’s Office, joined the meeting.

Review and Action Regarding Issues Dealing With Formal Hearing Concerning 2462/2463/2464/2465/2466/2467/
2468/2469 (08F-2462-BOA/08F-2463-BOA/08F-2464-BOA/08F-2465-BOA/08F-2466-BOA/08F-2467-BOA/08F-2468-
BOA/08F-2469-BOA), Shawkat E. Halabu.

Respondent appeared. Jeanne Galvin, Assistant Attorney General, represented the State. Christopher Munns, Assistant
Attorney General, Solicitor General's Office, advised the Board. The Board, having reviewed the record, heard oral
arguments on behalf of the State and Respondent. Debbie Rudd moved that the Board accept Findings of Fact 1-196 of
the Administrative Law Judge with modifications requested by the State to correct typographical errors and to be
consistent with the record, to read as follows:
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FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The Arizona Board of Appraisal (‘Board”) is the authority for licensing, certifying and
regulating the practice of appraisal in the State of Arizona.
2. There are three categories of appraisers: licensed appraiser; certified residential

appraiser (who can appraise all residential real estate); and, certified general appraiser (who can
appraise all residential and commercial real estate).

3. Shawkat E. Halabu (“Respondent’) is the holder of Certified Residential Appraiser
Certificate No. 21341 issued by the Board on March 10, 2006.

4. Respondent is a civil engineer and a licensed building contractor in Arizona and
Michigan.

5. The practice of appraisal in Arizona is governed by the Uniform Standards of

Professional Appraisal Practice (“USPAP”) promulgated by The Appraisal Foundation. The USPAP
edition adopted by the Board that is applicable in these consolidated matters is the USPAP 2006
edition (“USPAP 2006”).

6. On or about August 1, 2007, the Board received a Real Estate Appraiser Violation
Complaint (“Complaint”) from Doron Jampolsky, president of Lending House Financial Corp. The
Complaint was executed on June 8, 2007. The Complaint had been resubmitted to the Board after the
first filing was returned as insufficient.

7. The Complaint alleged numerous violations by Respondent, who had been retained
by Lending House Financial Corp. to perform appraisal services.
8. On or about September 16, 2008, the Board through its Executive Director, Deborah

G. Pearson, issued a Complaint and Notice of Hearing in the following cases against Respondent:
Case No. 2462; Case No. 2463; Case No. 2464; Case No. 2465; Case No. 2466; Case No. 2467;
Case No. 2468, and, Case No. 2469.

9. The Board forwarded the above-described cases to the Office of Administrative
Hearings, an independent agency, for a formal consolidated hearing.
10. Patricia Thoms testified as the Board’s expert witness. Ms. Thoms is the holder of

Arizona Certified General Appraiser Certificate No. 30731. She has been a certified general real
estate appraiser since 1993. Ms. Thoms had been assigned as the investigator for the Complaint.

1. Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook (‘Marshall & Swift”) is the industry
standard for establishing costs.

Case No. 2462

12. The subject property is located at 2610 W. Lamar Road, Phoenix, Arizona.

13. The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is March 22, 2007.

14, Respondent incorrectly reported the zoning for the subject property. The correct
zoning description is R 3 multiple. Respondent described it as “M-M Multi-family, medium density
(2,500-3,999 SF) (100.00%)” Ms. Thoms testified that this is not a USPAP violation per se. However,
she noted that multiple errors are a USPAP 2006 violation for being misleading.

15. The Board had the following additional criticism: “While a sale of the subject
property two months prior to the appraisal was noted by Respondent, he did not analyze the sale or
address why the price increased 19.5% in slightly less than two months.”

16. Respondent failed to explain the 19%% increase in the appraised value of the
subject property in two months.
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17. The Board’s next criticism was the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #2,
this sale had an Arizona Room/Lanai but the appraisal report fails to mention it.”

18. Respondent’s appraisal report did fail to mention that Comparable Sale #2 had an
Arizona Room/Lanai.

19. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “Respondent incorrectly reports that
Comparable Sale #1 had not sold in the previous year.”

20. Ms. Thoms testified that the effect on not listing the previous year's sale was to
possibly overstate its value.

21. Respondent’s appraisal report states “no prior sale” for Comparable Sale #1.
However, an August 15, 2006 sale appears in the county records.

22. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “All three comparable sales had some
level of updating but Respondent does not provide any detail on updating, if any, to the subject
property. Nor does Respondent discuss the condition of the subject property at the time of the prior
sale (1/07) and at the time of appraisal.”

23. There was some updating of the comparable sales. Respondent’s appraisal report
had no discussion for the subject property and the comparables. Respondent did not provide enough
information.

24, The Board’s next criticism is the following: ‘It is reasonably clear from the

conclusions of the Cost Approach that the Respondent was plugging in numbers to permit the Cost
Approach to equal or exceed the reported conclusion of value from the Sales Comparison Approach.
Information in the Cost Approach Section is not supported by Marshall and Swift Residential Cost
Handbook.”

25. Respondent listed a valuation for dwelling of $120.00 per square foot. Ms. Thoms
was unable to arrive at the value. Using Marshall & Swift, she gave a valuation of $79.38 per square
foot for reproductive costs.

26. Respondent’s valuation of $120.00 per square foot over values replacement costs
using Marshall & Swift.

27. Respondent used the extraction method for establishing site value. However,
Respondent’s appraisal report does not establish support for his site value.

28. The term “economic life” is the life expectancy of property, which is usually 60 years.

29. The house located on the subject property was constructed in 1961.

30. The General Description in the Improvements category of Respondent’s appraisal

report lists the effective age of the house as 10 years. Respondent failed to explain his effective age in
his appraisal report, which could be misleading.

31. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent did not provide an
estimate of exposure period.”

32. Respondent’s appraisal report does not contain an estimate of exposure period, as
required by USPAP 2006. Such information is important if the client is a lender.

33. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent states that the
appraisal is a ‘Complete Appraisal’ as opposed to a ‘Limited Appraisal.” However, the terms
“Complete” and “Limited” ceased to exist with the USPAP 2006.

34. Respondent admitted that he had not taken coursework for the USPAP 2006 and
was unfamiliar with it.
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35. At the hearing, the Board withdrew its criticism that “Respondent does not clearly
identify the intended user of the appraisal report as required by USPAP.”
Case No. 2463
36. The subject property is located at 13163 N. 75" Drive, Peoria, Arizona 85381-4006.
37. The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is April 20, 2007.

38. The Board’s first criticism of Respondent’s appraisal report is the following: “The
Respondent incorrectly states the subject property zoning in the appraisal report.

39. Respondent’s appraisal report describes the zoning classification for the subject
property as “Residential.” It further describes the zoning description as “R-8/Residential with 8,000 SF
Minimum (100%).”

40. The subject property’s correct zoning is R1-8 single family residential.

41. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #1, the

Respondent noted the incorrect sale price and recording date; Respondent notes the considerable
updating and remodeling but does not discuss such detail on the property.”

42. Respondent’s appraisal report states that there had been no prior sales of
Comparable Sale #1. However, that property had actually been sold on March 23, 2007.

43, Respondent failed to support his conclusion that considerable updating and
remodeling of that property had taken place.

44, The Board's next criticism is the following: “The Respondent incorrectly notes the
number of bedrooms and bathrooms for Comparable Sale #3.

45, Respondent’s appraisal report lists Comparable Sale #3 with four bedrooms and 2.5

bathrooms. The Multiple Listing Service (“MLS”) listed the property as having three bedrooms with two
bathrooms.

46. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “None of the comparable sales appear to
have sold within one year prior to the date of sale used in the appraisal report.” The Board withdrew
this criticism at the hearing.

47. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “An adjustment was not made to the
three comparable sales for what is believed to be superior quality relating to the concrete roof.”

48, Ms. Thoms testified that the concrete tile roof is more expensive to install, and has a
higher value than an asphalt roof; and if not, it should be discussed.’

49, Respondent’s appraisal report states that the subject property has an asphalt shingle
roof in good condition. However, the MLS described the subject property as having a concrete tile
roof. Respondent failed to discuss this issued in his appraisal report.

50. The Board’s next criticism of Respondent’s appraisal report is the following: “It is
reasonable to expect the Respondent should have considered other comparable sales from the
immediate Book and Map as a result of the fact it appears the overall price level of the subject Book
and Map is lower than the price level of homes from other nearby subdivisions. Other comparable
data would be considered highly comparable date, relative to immediate location, for comparison to the
subject property.”

"Transcript, p. 88, lines 11-17. The Board makes this modification to be consistent with the evidence
presented at the hearing.
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o1. Respondent did go outside the Book and Map for the subject property. Respondent
contends that he still was within a one mile radius of the subject property.

52. Ms. Thoms testified that she found comparables within the subject property’s Book
and Map that should have been considered by Respondent. She opined that by going outside the
subject property’s Book and Map, Respondent used higher value comparables that could be
misleading.

53. The Board’s next criticism of Respondent’s work is the following: “It is reasonably
clear from the conclusion of the Cost approach that the Respondent was plugging in numbers to permit
the Cost Approach conclusion to equal or exceed the reported conclusion of value from the Sales
Comparison approach.”

54, Respondent contends that he used Marshall & Swift to arrive at a value of $120.00
per square foot.

95. Ms. Thoms reviewed Respondent’s work file and opined that there is no basis for
Respondent’s $120.00 per square foot valuation.

6. The Board's next criticism is the following: “The appraisal report does not contain an
estimate of exposure period.”

o7. Respondent admits a lack of exposure period discussion in his appraisal report.

58. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent states that the

appraisal is a ‘Complete Appraisal’ as opposed to a ‘Limited Appraisal’ but the terms ‘Complete’ and
‘Limited’ ceased to exist with the 2006 version of USPAP.”

99. Respondent admits that the above criticism was an error on his part.

60. The following criticisms were addressed with the Cost Approach: “The Respondent’s
conclusion of unsupported cost data would conceivably be misleading to a client; Information in the
Cost Approach Section of the appraisal is not supported by Marshall & Swift Residential Cost
Handbook; and, as the report is written, the Respondent does not reconcile sufficient data and properly
analyze the data in the Sales Comparison approach to value. The report, as written and using the
comparable sales included in the appraisal report, however, omitting other seemingly relevant data, is
not reasoned to support the market value opinion provide by the Respondent.”

61. The following last criticism was withdrawn by the Board at the hearing: “The
Respondent identifies the client; however, does not clearly identify the intended user of the appraisal
report, as required by USPAP.”

Case No. 2464
62. The subject property is located at 4843 North 89t Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85037.

63. The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is November 21, 2006.

64. The Board's first criticism of Respondent’s appraisal report is the following: “There is
a discrepancy between the public records and the appraisal report relating to the square footage of the
subject improvement. Nor does Respondent comment on when the addition would have been
completed.”

65. Maricopa County records show that the subject property has an improvement size of
945 square feet. Respondent’s appraisal report contains an improvement size of 1,346 square feet.
66. Respondent should have explained the variance between the improvement size

shown in the Maricopa County records and his appraisal report. It appears that the variance is due to
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an addition to the house located on the subject property. Respondent failed to explain the addition in
his appraisal report.

67. Respondent’s failure to explain the variance in the improvement size of the subject
property was an error affecting the credibility of the appraisal report.
68. The Board's next criticism is the following: “The Respondent incorrectly states the

subject property zoning in the appraisal report.”

69. Respondent did not properly list the zoning for the subject property.

70. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “Regarding the description of the
property, the Respondent states that the home has an effective age of five years but this is in contrast
to the actual physical age of the property of 23 years. The Respondent provides no information or
detail in the appraisal explaining why the effective age is that of a near new home.”

71. The house on the subject property was built in 1983.

72. Respondent gave an effective age of the home as five years.

73. Respondent gave no explanation or analysis for his assessing the effective age of
the home as five years.

74. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent used a depreciation

factor of 8% in the Cost Approach which would be in line with an effective age of five years; however,
the report is lacking in providing an understanding for the basis for the stated effective age.” See
Finding No. 73 above.

75. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #1, the
address was noted incorrectly on the report, there was no adjustment for the Arizona Room/Lanai, nor
was there an adjustment for the evaporative cooling system in addition to the central air conditioning.”

76. Respondent did list the wrong street address for Comparable Sale #1 in his
appraisal report.

7. Respondent failed to discuss the Arizona Room/Lanai, the evaporative cooling
system and the central air conditioning in his appraisal report.

78. Respondent testified that if an evaporative cooling system is calcified, then he does
notinclude itin his appraisal report. However, he could not recall if the subject property’s evaporative
cooling system was calcified. In any case, Respondent should have addressed the evaporative
cooling system in his appraisal report.

79. Respondent failed to make adjustments for the Arizona Room/Lanai, the evaporative
cooling system and the central air conditioning.
80. The Board's next criticism is the following: “The Respondent states that Comparable

Sale #2 was in ‘average condition’ when in fact it had been extensively remodeled and updated. This
Comparable had also been sold during the past year but the Respondent indicated on the FNMA form
that it had not.”

81. The Comparable had been extensively remodeled and the appraisal report should
have noted that fact.

82. County records reflect that Comparable Sale #2 had sold on August 11, 2005 for
$95,000.00. Since Comparable Sale #2 sold more than a year from the effective date of Respondent’s
appraisal report, he was not required to disclose that sale. Therefore, the Board’s criticism that he
failed to disclose the sale is not justified.

83. At the hearing, the Board withdrew the following criticism: “Respondent does not
clearly identify the intended user on the appraisal report as required by USPAP.”
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84. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent does not discuss
whether in fact, the subject property was updated or remodeled but did state the subject property had
an effective age of five years which suggest the property underwent a very significant amount of
updating and modernization which would help justify Respondent’s conclusion of value (near the upper
end). However, because Respondent was silent with respect to the subject property’s
updating/remodeling, it is not known if it was updated.”

85. Respondent’s appraisal report should have contained an analysis for the effective
age of five years for the subject property’s residence.
86. The following is the Board’s next criticism: “Itis clear from the conclusion of the Cost

Approach that the Respondent was plugging in numbers to permit the Cost Approach conclusion to
equal or exceed the reported conclusion of value from the Sales Comparison approach.”

87. There is no support for the valuation of $110.00 per square foot for the dwelling in
either the appraisal report or Respondent’s work file.

88. There is no support for the site valuation of $80,000.00. Ms. Thoms testified that
each comparable has to be looked at individually, but Respondent failed to do that analysis.

89. The Board's next criticism is the following: “The appraisal report does not contain an
estimate of exposure period.” The evidence of record supports this criticism.
90. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent states that the

appraisal is a ‘Complete Appraisal’ as opposed to a ‘Limited Appraisal’ but the terms ‘Complete’ and

‘Limited’ ceased to exist with the 2006 version of USPAP.” Respondent has admitted to this criticism.

91. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “It does not appear that the Comparable Sales were

confirmed by a party to the transaction.” The evidence of record does not support this criticism.
Case No. 2465

92. The subject property is located at 2113 E. Harvard, Phoenix, Arizona 85006.

93. The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is August 25, 2006.

94. The Board’s first criticism is the following: “There is a discrepancy between
Maricopa County records and the appraisal report regarding the amount of the 2005 property taxes.”

95. Respondent’s appraisal report states that 2005 property taxes for the subject
property was $1,172.50. However, Ms. Thoms' research revealed that the 2005 property taxes were
$867.48.

96. The Board's second criticism is the following: “There is a discrepancy between
Maricopa County records and the appraisal report relating to the square footage of the subject
improvement. While respondent acknowledges the discrepancy, he does not comment on the nature
of the addition or when the addition would have been completed.”

97. Respondent’s appraisal report lists the subject property’s improvement as 1,598
square feet. However, Maricopa County records show the same improvement as 1,003 square feet.
Respondent failed to explain the differences in the size of the improvement.

98. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent incorrectly states the
subject’s property [sic] zoning.”

99. Respondent’s appraisal report states that the subject property’s zoning is 0131-R3
Single Family Residential. The correct zoning is R1-6 Single Family Residential.

100.  The Board’'s next criticism is the following: “Regarding the description of the
property, the Respondent states that the home has an effective age of fifteen years but this is in
contract to the actual physical age of the property of 61 years. The Respondent provides no
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information or detail in the appraisal explaining why the effective age is fifteen years other than to state
it had been remodeled. While the Respondent does use a depreciation factor of 25% in the Cost
Approach, this would be in general alignment with an effective age of fifteen years but the report does
not provide an understanding of the basis for the effective age of fifteen years.”

101.  The house located on the subject property was constructed in 1945.

102. Respondent’s appraisal report does not adequately explain the basis for his giving
the property an effective age of 15 years.

103.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “With respect to the Comparable Sales,
the Respondent does not adequately discuss the total improvement area of Comparable Sale #3 that
has both a main house and a guest house, nor is it clear what factors were considered when making
adjustments. ltis unclear if the adjustment Respondent made to Comparable Sale #1 recognized that
there was no heat to the property and that the air conditioning did not work.”

104.  Comparable Sale #2 consists of a main house and a guest house. Respondent’s
appraisal report does not contain a discussion of a guest house. The appraisal report does not explain
if the square footage being used includes the guest house.

105.  MLS states that Comparable Sale #1 has no heating and that the air conditioning
unit did not work. The grid used by Respondent has heat.

106.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “While Respondent rates the subject
property and all three Comparable Sales as being in ‘average’ condition, there was no detail regarding
the fact that the subject was noted with an effective age of fifteen years compared to the actual
physical age of 61 years. Nor was there any information in the workfile [sic] or MLS sheets regarding
condition or extent of updating/remodeling.” See Finding No. 102 above.

107.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “Itis clear from the conclusion of the Cost
Approach that the Respondent was plugging in numbers to permit the Cost Approach conclusion to
equal or exceed the reported conclusion of value from the Sales Comparison approach.”

108. Respondent’s valuation of $100.00 per square foot for the dwelling is not supported
by Marshall & Swift, which Respondent used to establish the value.

109.  Respondent’s appraisal report does not have support for his site value of
$70,000.00.

110.  Respondent’s professional opinion and experience were not discussed in the Cost
Approach.

111.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “In the appraisal report, the Respondent
did not provide an estimate of exposure period.” The evidence of record supports this criticism.

112.  The Board'’s next criticism is the following: “It does not appear that the Comparable
Sales were confirmed by a party to the transactions.” This criticism was not adequately addressed at
the hearing.

113.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent’s conclusion of
unsupported cost data would conceivable be misleading to a client.” The evidence of record would
support this criticism since any unsupported data could be misleading to a client.

114, The Board’s next criticism is the following: “Information in the Cost Approach
Section of the appraisal is not supported by Marshall & Swift Residential Cost Handbook.” This
criticism is supported by the evidence of record.
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115.  The Board'’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent does not clearly identify
the intended user of the appraisal report as required by USPAP.” The Board withdrew this criticism at
the hearing.

116.  The Board's last criticism is the following: “The Respondent states that the appraisal
is a ‘Complete Appraisal’ as opposed to a ‘Limited Appraisal’; however, the terms ‘Complete’ and
‘Limited’ ceased to exist with the 2006 version of USPAP.” Respondent conceded to this criticism.

Case No. 2466

117. The subject property is located at 6262 North 89t Drive, Glendale, Arizona 85035.

118. The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is October 29, 2006.

119.  The Board's first criticism is the following: “The Respondent incorrectly notes the
zoning for the subject property.” The evidence of record supports this criticism.

120.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “Regarding the description of the
property, the Respondent states that the home has an effective age of five years but this is in contract
to the actual physical age of the property of 15 years. The Respondent provides no information or
detail in the appraisal explaining why the effective age is that of a near new home. The Respondent
uses a depreciation factor of 8% in the Cost Approach which would be in alignment with a property
with an effective age of five years but the Respondent does not provide an understanding of the basis
for the effective age of five years.”

121.  The house on the subject property was constructed in 1991.

122.  Respondent failed to discuss how he arrived at an effective age of five years in
either his appraisal report or his work documents.

123.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #1, the
property never closed as was stated by Respondent in the appraisal report.”

124.  The sale of Comparable #1 never closed. Respondent relied on MLS data which
showed it had closed. Respondent did not further investigate the sale.

125.  The Board'’s next criticism is the following: “It appears that Comparable Sale #2 was
likely in superior condition compared to the subject property but the appraisal report lacked sufficient
detail on the condition of the subject property other than to say it had an effective age of five years.”
The evidence of record supports this criticism.

126.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #3, the
Respondent does not mention that it is on a golf course or that it has a sports court in the backyard nor
were adjustments made for these differences in comparison to the subject and therefore, would result
in an indication above the correctly adjusted indicated market value of this comparable sale.”

127.  Respondent’s appraisal report failed to mention that Comparable Sale #3 was on a
golf course and had a sports court.

128.  The Board's next criticism is the following: ‘It is reasonable to expect the
Respondent should have considered other comparable sales from the immediate Book and Map.
Comparable Sale #2 was from the subject Book and Map; however, at least three other sales were
available from the subject Book and Map.”

129.  Ms. Thoms located three other Comparable Sales closer to the subject property,
instead of the Comparable Sales used by Respondent within a mile radius of the subject property. The
three Comparable Sales found by Ms. Thoms were not found in Respondent’s work file.

130.  The Board's next criticism is the following: “Although the Respondent notes the prior
sale of the subject property on December 15, 2005, the Respondent fails to analyze this sale,
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particularly in view of the fact the appraised market value of $275,000 was 13.2% above the previous
sale price in a market that was experiencing a cooling.”

131. Respondent provided no analysis of the subject property’s prior sale.

132.  The Board'’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent’s conclusion of value of
the subject property appears to be at the extreme upper limits of value when viewing other data.” The
Board failed to address this criticism at the hearing.

133.  TheBoard’s next criticism is the following: “In the appraisal report, the Respondent
did not provide an estimate of exposure period.” This criticism is supported by the evidence of record.

134.  Respondent agreed with the Board’s criticism of his use of the term “Complete
Appraisal,” which ceased to exist with the USPAP 2006.

135.  TheBoard's further criticism that Respondent’s “appraisal report is identified as both
a Self-Contained and a Summary appraisal report; it would be one or the other but not both” is
supported by the evidence of record.

136.  The Board withdrew the criticism that Respondent failed to identify the intended user
of the appraisal report.

137.  Thereisinsufficient evidence to support Complaintitems 1(k), (I) and (n), which are
incorporated herein by reference.

Case No. 2467

138.  The subject property is located at 6644 W. Virginia Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona
85035.

139.  The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is November 21, 2006.

140.  The Board's first criticism is the following: “There is a discrepancy between
Maricopa County records and the appraisal report relating to subject improvement size. The
Respondent does not note or discuss the discrepancy but it appears from the photographs included in
the appraisal report that the subject property has a garage that was converted into living area. The
Respondent does not discuss the garage conversion, the date of conversion or whether a building
permit was issued for the conversion.”

141.  Maricopa County records show the subject site size as 6,813 square feet.
Respondent's appraisal report lists the subject size as 6,811 square feet. The Maricopa County
records show the subject improvement size to be 1.064 square feet. Respondent’s appraisal report
shows the subject improvement size to be 1,296 square feet. Respondent failed to comment on those
variances.

142.  Respondent testified that the Maricopa County records showed the subject
improvement to have a one car carport. He opined that one knows that there is an addition at the end
of the driveway and that such an addition is illegal. That is the exact type of discussion Respondent
should have put in his appraisal report.

143.  Respondent listing the zoning incorrectly for the subject property. Respondent's
appraisal report lists the zoning as 0131-R3 Single Family Residential. The correct zoning is R1-6
Single Family Residential.

144. The Board’s next criticism is the following: “Regarding the description of the subject
property, the Respondent states that the home has an effective age of ten years but this is in contract
to the actual physical age of the property of 35 years. The Respondent provides no information or
detail in the appraisal explaining why the effective age is 10 years other than to state it had been
remodeled. The Respondent does use a depreciation factor of 17% in the Cost Approach which would
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be in alignment with a property with an effective age of 10 years but the Respondent does not provide
an understanding of the basis for the effective age of ten years.”

145.  Respondent's appraisal report and his work file contain no justification for an
effective age of ten years for the subject improvement.

146.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent's conclusion of
unsupported cost data would conceivably be misleading to a client.” The evidence of record supports
this criticism. Any unsupported data can be misleading to a client.

147.  The evidence of record supports the criticism that Respondent’s Cost Approach
Section of the appraisal is not supported by Marshall & Swift.

148.  The Board's next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #2, the
Respondent does not comment or discuss the property’s Arizona Room/Lanai nor is any type of
adjustment made for the feature.”

149.  Respondent’s appraisal report failed to disclose the Comparable Sale #2 Arizona
Room/Lanai.

150.  The Board’s criticism that the Comparable Sales were not confirmed by a party to
the transaction was not addressed at the hearing.

151.  TheBoard’s next criticism is the following: “Itis reasonably clear from the conclusion
of the Cost Approach that the Respondent was plugging in numbers to permit the Cost Approach to
equal or exceed the reported conclusion of value from the Sales Comparison Approach. The
Respondent falls short of leading the reader to his conclusion of market value.” The evidence of
records supports this criticism.

152.  Respondent conceded that he incorrectly used the term “Complete Appraisal” since
that term ceased with the USPAP 2006.

153.  The evidence of record supports the Board’s criticism that Respondent’s appraisal is
identified as both a Self-Contained and a Summary appraisal report, when it can only be one or the
other.

154.  There is insufficient evidence of record to support the following criticism by the
Board: “The fact that Comparable Sales #1 and 2 had Lanai/Arizona Rooms and Comparable Sale #1
had a sauna, yet they received no adjustment that would indicate errors were made that probably
would have affected the results of the appraisal.”

155.  Atthe hearing the Board withdrew its criticism that Respondent did not identify the
intended user of his appraisal report.

Case No. 2468

156.  The subject property is located at 11023 North 45t Drive, Glendale, Arizona 85304.

157.  The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is December 27, 2006.

158.  The Board's first criticism is the following: “The Respondent notes the zoning of the
subject property incorrectly.”

159. Respondent’s appraisal report states that the subject property zoning is 0132-R3
Single Family Residential. The correct zoning is R1-6 Single Family Residential.

160.  The Board's next criticism is the following. “Regarding the description of the subject
property, the Respondent states that the home has an effective age of ten years but this is in contract
to the actual physical age of the property of 33 years. The Respondent provides no information or
detail in the appraisal explaining why the effective age is 10 years. The Respondent uses a
depreciation factor of 17% in the Cost Approach which would be in alignment with a property with an
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effective age of 10 years but the Respondent does not provide an understanding of the basis for the
effective age of ten years.”

161.  Respondent failed to provide information or detail to support his effective age of 10
years in his appraisal report.

162.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The adjustment grid states that the
subject property is in ‘average condition’ but data suggests that the subject property has apparently
had considerable remodeling (tile, cabinets, etc.). Good appraisal practice would normally resultin a
discussion of the level of updating/remodeling. An effective age of 10 years and a physical age of 33
years suggest the property, compared to other properties in the market area, may merit a ‘good’
condition rating. In addition, the subject property backs up to a canal and has a lot that is considerably
larger than the typical lot in the subdivision.”

163.  Ms. Thoms opined that the subject property should have received a “good condition”
rating versus an “average condition” rating due to the extensive remodeling and Respondent’s
determination of an effective age of 10 years for an improvement with a physical age of 33 years. Ms.
Thoms also testified that no MLS data was found in Respondent’s work file.

164.  The Board's next criticism is the following: “The Respondent fails to provide any
detail or analysis on any of the prior sales of the subject property. Forinstance, the appraised value of
$295,000 represents an increase of 18% over the prior sale in January 2006 for $250,000.”

165.  Respondent failed to analyze prior sales as required by USPAP 2006.

166.  The Board's next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #3, the
Respondent noted that there were no prior sales of the property in the last year and that is an incorrect
statement.”

167.  Ms. Thoms’ research disclosed that Comparable Sale #3 had been sold on February
3, 2006 for $200,000.00.

168.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The Respondent notes that the subject
property is framed construction while the comparables are block but the does not adjust for this
difference.”

169.  Each of the comparables is a block construction. Respondent failed to make any
adjustment or discussion.

170.  Marshall & Swift makes a distinction between framed construction and block
construction.

171.  Respondent admitted his error concerning the quality of construction between the
subject property and the comparables.

172.  Complaintitem 1(g), which is incorporated herein by reference, is not supported by
the evidence of record.

173.  Respondent claims to have used Marshall & Swift in the Cost Approach Section of
the appraisal. However, Ms. Thoms credibly testified that Marshall & Swift do not justify Respondent’s
valuation of $120.00 per square foot for the dwelling. She further testified that Respondent failed to
justify that valuation.

174.  The Board did not address Complaintitems 1(i) and (j) at the hearing, the terms of
which are incorporated herein by reference.

175.  Respondent’s appraisal report does not provide an estimate of exposure period as
required by USPAP 2006.

i
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176.  Respondent admitted that he wrongly used the term “Complete Appraisal’, whichis a
term that ceased to be used with USPAP 2006.

177.  Respondent's appraisal report is identified as both a Self-Contained and a Summary
Appraisal. It can be one or the other, but it cannot be both.

Case No. 2469
178.  The subject property is located at 1222 North 39" Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85009.
179.  The effective date of Respondent’s Appraisal of Property is December 5, 2006.

180.  Respondent did not accurately report the zoning of the subject property.
Respondent’s appraisal report states the subject property zoning is 0131-R3 Single Family Residential.
The correct zoning is R1-6 Single Family Residential.

181.  TheBoard's criticism of Respondent is as follows: “Regarding the description of the
subject property, the Respondent states that the home has an effective age of ten years but this is in
contract to the actual physical age of the property of 42 years. The Respondent provides little
explanatory information in the appraisal for this effective age except to say that the home has been
completely remodeled.”

182.  Respondent's appraisal report fails to provide any detail to substantiate the
conclusion that the subject improvement has an effective age of ten years other than to comment that
it has been remodeled.

183.  The Board's next criticism is as follows: “The Respondent uses a depreciation factor
of 17% in the Cost Approach which would be in alignment with a property with an effective age of 10
years but the Respondent does not provide an understanding of the basis for the effective age of ten
years.”

184.  See Finding No. 182. In addition, Ms. Thoms’ report states that an
“MLS sheet has apparently had considerable remodeling, including ‘new interior/exterior paint, new
berber carpet, new ceramic tile in kitchen and bathrooms, new light fixtures, new counter tops in
kitchen, new bath tub/shower surround and vanity in hall bath, and newer heat pump unit.”

185.  Respondent's appraisal report states that the subject property is a “sub/average”
location. The subject property is in the vicinity of Interstate 10 and one lot from an industrial property.
Respondent’s appraisal report fails to comment on the subject property’s location in relationship to the
freeway or the industrial property.

186.  The Board’s next criticism is the following: “The subject property is located in close
proximity to Interstate 10 and therefore, would be subject to considerable traffic noise and fumes.
However, the Respondent’s appraisal report does not provide any comment on the subject’s location in
relationship to the freeway. See Finding No. 85.

187.  TheBoard’s next criticism is the following: “With respect to Comparable Sale #2, the
Respondent failed to note in the appraisal report that the property had evaporative cooling in addition
to air conditioning. Additionally, Comparable Sale #2 is also in close proximity to Interstate 10 and the
Respondent fails to comment on this fact.”

188.  Respondent did not mention the evaporative cooling unit in the appraisal report.
See Finding No. 185.

189.  The Board failed to adequately address Complaint items 1(f), (g) and (h) at the
hearing.

190.  Respondent’s appraisal report does not contain an estimate of exposure time.
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191. Respondent conceded that the appraisal report was incorrectly described as a
‘Complete Appraisal,” even though that term ceased to exist with the USPAP 2006.

192.  Respondent’s appraisal report is identified as both a Self-Contained and a Summary
Appraisal, although it can only be one or the other, but not both.

193. At the hearing, the Board withdrew the criticism that Respondent did not clearly
identify the intended user of the appraisal report.

Matters in Mitigation or Aggravation

194.  Respondent freely admitted that he was not familiar with the USPAP 2006.
However, he was responsible for being familiar with the USPAP 2006 as a certified real estate
appraiser when he performed the above-provided appraisal reports.

195.  On February 8, 2008, the Arizona School of Real Estate & Business? issued
Respondent a Certificate of Education Session Completion for 7 hours of course work in 2008-2009
National USPAP (#ABA 0103-262). That course work was for continuing education and not a
prerequisite education course requiring Respondent to complete a required examination.

196.  On or about April 4, 2008, the Arizona School of Real Estate & Business®issued
Respondent a Certification of Educational Session Completion for 15 hours of course work and
successful examination in course title AP-03 2008 National USPAP — 1 (#ABA 0502-214-3) presented
from March 25-27, 2008.

Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion. Debbie Rudd moved that the
Board accept Conclusions of Law 1-13 of the Administrative Law Judge, to read as follows:

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. These Board has jurisdiction over Respondent and the subject matter in this case.
2. Pursuant to the provisions of A.R.S. § 41-1092.07(G)(2) and A.A.C. R2-19-119(B),

the Board has the burden of proof in this matter. The standard of proof is preponderance of the
evidence. A.A.C. R2-19-119(A).

3. Pursuant to the provisions of A.R.S. § 32-3635, Respondent, as a certified
residential appraiser, must comply with the standards of practice adopted by the Board. In these
matters, the Standards of Practice adopted by the Board are codified in the USPAP 2006 edition
applicable in the subject appraisals.

4, Respondent did identify the intended user in each of the above-referenced appraisal
reports he issued. The Board withdrew those allegations against Respondent.
5. By Notice of Withdrawal of Allegation; Notice of Errata, the Board amended Case

No. 2468 to provide that the allegation contained in paragraph 1(k) of Case No. 2467 should be an
allegation in Case No. 2468. Respondent did not object to this amendment.

2See Respondent’s Exhibit 37. The Certification of Educational Session Completion was issued by the
Arizona School of Real Estate & Business on a Board-approved form. The Board makes this
modification to be consistent with evidence presented at the hearing.
3See Respondent’s Exhibit 37. The Certification of Educational Session Completion was issued by the
Arizona School of Real Estate & Business on a Board-approved form. The Board makes this
modification to be consistent with evidence presented at the hearing.
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Case No. 2462
6. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes the following
violations of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards Rule 1-4(b)(ii); Standards Rule 1-
5(b); Standards Rule 2-1(a); Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v); and Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2463
7. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-1(b); Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards
Rule 1-4(a); Standards Rule 1-4(b)(ii); Standards Rule 1-6(a); Standards Rule 2-1(a); Standards Rule
2-1(b); Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v) and (viii); and Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2464
8. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v); and
Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2465
9. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards Rule 1-4(b)(ii);
Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v); and Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2466
10. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-1(b) and (c); Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv);
Standards Rule 1-5(b); Standards Rule 1-6(a); Standards Rule 2-1(a) and (b); Standards Rule 2-
2(b)(v) and (viii); and Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2467
1. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards Rule 1-4(b)(ii);
Standards Rule 2-1(a); Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v); and Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2468
12. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-1(b); Standards Rule 1-1(c); Standards
Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards Rule 1-4(b)(ii); Standards Rule 2-1(a); Standards Rule 2-1(b); Standards
Rule 2-2(b)(v); and Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.
Case No. 2469
13. The conduct described in the above Findings for this case constitutes violations of
the following provisions of USPAP 2006: Standards Rule 1-2(c)(iv); Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v); and
Statement on Appraisal Standards No. 6.

Michael Marquess seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion. Debbie Rudd moved that
the Board modify the Order of the Administrative Law Judge to include its standard language regarding revocation
decisions and to accept the USPAP course previously taken by Respondent, to read as follows:

ORDER OF PROBATION
Inissuing this order of discipline, the Board considers its obligations to fairly and consistently
administer discipline, its burden to protect the public welfare and safety, as well as all aggravating and
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mitigating factors presented in the case. Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1. Upon the effective date of this Order, Respondent’s Certificate as a Certified
Residential Appraiser shall be placed on probation for a period of twelve (12) months
commencing on the effective date of the Order. During probation, Respondent shall comply with
USPAP, Arizona Revised Statutes and Appraisal Board rules.

2. Respondent shall successfully complete the following education prior to the
termination of probation: a fifteen (15) hour USPAP qualifying course with an examination*; a
minimum of six (6) hours in Mortgage Fraud; a minimum of seven (7) hours in Cost Approach;
and a minimum of seven (7) hours in Sales Approach. The education required above may not be
counted toward the continuing education requirements for the renewal of Respondent’s certificate and
shall be completed within six (6) months of the effective date of this Order. Proof of completion of the
required education must be submitted to the Board within 3 weeks of completion of the required
courses.

3. During the term of probation, Respondent shall: (a) demonstrate resolution of the
problems that resulted in this disciplinary action; and (b) otherwise comply with the terms of this Order.
4, During the period of probation, Respondent shall complete a minimum of twelve (12)

appraisal reports under the supervision of an Arizona Certified Residential or Certified General
Appraiser who shall serve as Respondent’s Mentor (“Mentor”). The Mentor shall be either an Arizona
Certified Residential or Certified General Appraiser.

d. During the probationary period, the Respondent shall not issue a verbal or
written appraisal, appraisal review, or consulting assignment without prior review and approval
by a Mentor. Each report shall be signed by the Mentor as a supervisory appraiser. In the event that
Respondent’s client will not accept the signature of the Mentor affixed to an assignment as a
supervisory appraiser, the Mentor need not co-sign the report, but must complete a written review of
each report ensuring that the report complies with USPAP and the Board’s statutes and rules. The
Mentor's review shall comply with the requirements of Standard 3 of the USPAP. The Mentor’s
Standard 3 review shall be completed before the report is issued to the client. Any changes the
Mentor requires to ensure the report complies with the USPAP shall be completed by the Respondent
and approved by the Mentor before the report is issued. The Mentor’s written Standard 3 review shall
be maintained by the Mentor and made available to the Board upon request. In order to invoke these
provisions, the Respondent must submit proof to the Board with his monthly log showing that his
client’s policies prevent co-signature by the Mentor. After twelve months, the requirement of pre-
approval of appraisals by a Mentor may be terminated upon approval by the Board if Respondent has
complied with the conditions set out in this Order.

6. The Mentor must be approved by the Board and is subject to removal by the Board
for nonperformance of the terms of this Order. The Mentor may not have a business relationship with
Respondent except for the Mentor/Mentee relationship nor may the Mentor be related to Respondent.
Any replacement Mentor is subject to the Board’s approval and the remaining terms of this Order. The

4See Respondent's Exhibit 37. The Board accepts the 15-hour USPAP qualifying course with
examination taken by Respondent on 3/25-27/08 (examination 4/4/08) in satisfaction of the USPAP
course requirement.
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Board’s Executive Director may give temporary approval of the Mentor until the next regular meeting of
the Board.

7. Not more than 30 days after the effective date of this Order, Respondent shall
submit to the Board the name and resume of an Arizona Certified Residential or Arizona Certified
General Appraiser who is willing to serve as Respondent's Mentor together with a letter from the
potential Mentor agreeing to serve as Respondent’s Mentor. If requested by Board staff, Respondent
shall continue to submit names, resumes, and letters agreeing to serve as Mentor until a Mentor is
approved by the Board. Any Mentor must be approved in writing by the Board.

8. Respondent shall bear all costs and expenses associated with the mentorship and
incurred in attended the required courses.
9. The Mentor shall submit monthly reports to the Board for each calendar month

during Respondent’s probationary period reflecting the quantity and quality of Respondent’'s work,
including, but not limited to, improvement in Respondent’s practice and resolution of those problems
that prompted this action. The Mentor’s report shall be filed monthly beginning the 15t day of the first
month following the start of Respondent’s probationary period and continuing each month thereafter
until termination of the probationary period by the Board. Even if the Mentor reviews no appraisals
during a given month, a report stating that no appraisals were reviewed or approved must be
submitted. |t is the Respondent’s responsibility to ensure that the Mentor submits his/her reports
monthly. If the monthly reporting date falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the report is due on the
next business day. The monthly report may be filed by mail or facsimile.

10. The Respondent shall file an appraisal log with the Board on a monthly basis listing
every Arizona appraisal that he has completed within the prior calendar month by
Property address, appraisal type, valuation date, the Mentor’s review date, the date the appraisal was
issued, and the number of hours worked on each assignment. The report log shall be filed monthly
beginning the 15" day of the first month following the start of Respondent’s probationary period and
continuing each month thereafter until the Board terminates the probation. If the log reporting date
falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the report log is due on the next business day. Even if
Respondent performs no appraisals within a given month, he must still file an appraisal log
with the Board showing that no appraisals were performed. The monthly log report may be filed
by mail or facsimile.

1. The Board reserves the right to audit any of Respondent’s reports and conduct peer
review, as deemed necessary, during the probationary period. The Board may, in its discretion, seek
separate disciplinary action against the Respondent for any violation of the applicable statutes and
rules discovered in an audit of the Respondent’s appraisal reports provided to the Board under the
terms of this Consent Agreement.

12. Respondent’s probation, including mentorship, shall continue until: (a) Respondent
petitions the Board for termination as provided in paragraph 13, and (b) the Board terminates the
probation and mentorship. Upon petition by the Respondent for termination of the probation and
mentorship, the Board will select and audit 3 of Respondent’s appraisal reports.

13. At the end of twelve (12) months from the effective date of this Order, the
Respondent must petition the Board for termination of his mentorship and probation. If the Board
determines that Respondent has not complied with all the requirements of this Order, the Board, atits
sole discretion, may institute proceedings for noncompliance with this Order, which may result in
suspension, revocation, or other disciplinary and/or remedial action.
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14, Respondent shall not act as a supervising appraiser for other appraisers or trainees,
nor shall he act as a mentor, during the term of the probation. Respondent shall also not teach any
course related to real estate appraisals during the term of the probation.

15. Respondent shall comply with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice in performing all appraisals and all Board statutes and rules.
16. If, between the effective date of this Order and the termination of Respondent’s

probation by the Board, Respondent fails to renew his license while under this Order and subsequently
applies for a license or certificate, the remaining terms of this Order, including probation and
mentorship, shall be imposed if the application for license or certificate is granted.

17. Respondent understands that this Order, or any part thereof, may be considered in
any future disciplinary action against him.

18. If Respondent fails to comply with the terms of this Order, the Board shall properly
institute proceedings for noncompliance with this Order, which may result in suspension, revocation, or
other disciplinary and/or remedial actions. Respondent understands that any violation of this Order is
aviolation of A.R.S. § 32-3631(A)(8), which is willfully disregarding or violating any of the provisions of
the Board's statutes or the rules of the Board for the administration and enforcement of its statutes.

19. Respondent understands that this Order does not constitute a dismissal or resolution
of other matters currently pending before the Board, if any, and does not constitute any waiver,
express or implied, of the Board’s statutory authority or jurisdiction regard any other pending or future
investigation, action or proceeding

20. Respondent understands that this Order is a public record that may be publicly
disseminated as a formal action of the Board.

21. Pursuant to the Board’s Substantive Policy Statement #1, the Board considers the
violations in the above-mentioned matter to constitute to a Level lll Violation.

RIGHT TO PETITION FOR REHEARING OR REVIEW

Respondent is hereby notified that he has the right to petition for a rehearing or review.
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-1092.09, as amended, the petition for rehearing or review must be filed with
the Board’s Executive Director within 30 days after service of this Order and pursuantto A.A.C. R4-46-
303, it must set forth legally sufficient reasons for granting a rehearing or review. Service of this order
is effective five days after mailing. If a motion for rehearing or review is not filed, the Board’s Order
becomes effective 35 days after it is mailed to Respondent.

Respondent is further notified that the filing of a motion for rehearing or review is required to
preserve any rights of appeal to the Superior Court.

Michael Marquess seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion. The Board noted the 12-
month file review.

Christopher Munns left the meeting.
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Informal Hearing Concerning 2688, Dana H. Volmer.

Respondent appeared, was sworn in, made statements to the Board and answered the Board’s questions. Debbie Rudd
moved that the Board find Level Il violations and offer Respondent a Consent Agreement and Order citing the violations
and providing for probation, mentorship and education. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously
in favor of the motion.

Informal Hearing Concerning 2724, Brisa L. Manis.

Respondent appeared, was sworn in, made statements to the Board and answered the Board’s questions. Debbie Rudd
moved that the Board find Level Il violations and offer Respondent a Consent Agreement and Order citing the violations
and providing for probation, mentorship and education. Gabe Corral seconded the motion. The Board voted unanimously
in favor of the motion.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned.

/S/
Lester G. Abrams, Chairperson
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RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMITTEE ON APPLICATION REVIEW

To: Board of Appraisal

From: Application Review Committee

Date: December 11, 2008

Re: December 10, 2008 Recommendations

. Report on number of Arizona Appraisers and Property Tax Agents:

12/06 12/07 12/08
Licensed Residential 1078 1103 847
Certified Residential 959 1097 1259
Certified General 768 796 827
Nonresident Temporary 56 Total 2861 27 Total 3023 39 Total 2972
Property Tax Agents 302 269 289

Il. Asaresult of its December 10, 2008 meeting the Application Review Committee makes the
following recommendations:

A. To approve the following applications as substantively complete:
1. Licensed Residential by exam unless noted otherwise:

7589 Sheryl R. Johnson

B. To approve the following applications as substantively complete and confirm the issuance
of the following license/certification:

1. Reciprocity

31696 Roger D. DuVardo
31697 Steven J. Johnson

2. Nonresident Temporary

TP41116  Carl Parker Il
TP41117  Robert E. Driggers
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C. To disapprove the following applications as substantively incomplete and hold until
substantively complete:

7376 Bagus Priambodo (by reciprocity)
7599 Mitchell J. Perlow (by reciprocity)

lll. Applications Pending - Substantively Incomplete:

7428 Carl Parker llI (by reciprocity)
7555  Glen A. Gray, Jr.

7587 Keith T. Kavula (by reciprocity)
7591 llona Allard (by reciprocity)

Notification of applicants with substantively incomplete applications who have not responded to the
Committee’s request for additional information. Pursuant to R4-46-202(D) applicants have up to a
year to meet all requirements for license/certificate or applicant’s file is to be closed by the Board
and applicant shall reapply.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMITTEE ON APPRAISAL TESTING AND EDUCATION

TO: Board of Appraisal

FROM: Committee on Appraisal Testing and Education

DATE: December 11,2008

RE: December 11, 2008 Recommendations

As a result of its December 11, 2008 meeting the Committee on Appraisal Testing and Education
makes the following recommendations:

L. Action regarding random audit of approved courses:
Tabled for three months

Il Action regarding proposed approval of qualifying education courses:

A. Previously approved by the Board:

1.

2.
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Submitted Appraisal Institute

a.

2008-2009 National USPAP, #ABA 0402-207-03 15 hours

*Keith Russell

Recommend approval

Online Residential Report Writing & Case Studies, #ABA D0108-727-07 Distance
Education 15 hours

*Sandra Adomatis

Recommend approval

Submitted by Career WebSchool

a.

Residential Appraiser Site Valuation and Cost Approach, #ABA D1106-589-05
Distance Education 15 hours

*A.M. Black

Recommend approval

Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, #ABA D1106-590-04
Distance Education 15 hours

*A.M.Black

Recommend approval
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3.

Dynasty School

a.

Real Estate Appraisal-Basic Principles and Procedures, #ABA D1206-596-01-02
Distance Education 60 hours

* Robert Abelson

Recommend approval

Residential Market Analysis & Highest & Best Use, #ABA D0108-728-04
Distance Education 15 hours

*Robert Abelson

Recommend approval

Residential Sales Comparison & Income Approaches, #ABA D0108-729-06
Distance Education 30 hours

*Robert Abelson

Recommend approval

Residential Site Valuation & Cost Approach, #ABA D0108-730-05 Distance
Education 15 hours

*Robert Abelson

Recommend approval

B. Not previously approved by the Board:

1.

Submitted by Van Education Center

a.

Residential Report Writing and Case Studies, 15 Hours
Distance Education

*Burton Lee

Recommend approval

Il Action regarding proposed approval of continuing education courses:

A. Previously approved by the Board:

1.
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Submitted by Appraisal Institute

a.

2008-2009 National USPAP Update, #ABA 0203-275 7 hours
*Keith Russell
Recommend approval

Submitted by Career WebSchool

a.

Residential Appraiser Site Valuation and Cost Approach, #ABA D1106-591
Distance Education 14 hours

*A.M. Black

Recommend approval

Residential Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use Description, #ABA
D1106-592 Distance Education 14 hours

*A.M. Black

Recommend approval

Submitted by Hogan School of Real Estate

a.

Practical Issues In Fair Housing, #ABA 1205-495 3 hours
*Leonard Elder
Recommend approval
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b. Mortgage Fraud: A Dangerous Business, #ABA D1207-719 Distance Education
7 hours
*James Hogan
Recommend approval

c. Residential Cost Approach, #ABA D1207-720 Distance Education 7 hours
*James Hogan
Recommend approval

d. Sales Comparison Approach, #ABA D1207-721 Distance Education 7 hours
*James Hogan
Recommend approval

4. Submitted by McKissock Appraisal School

a. Even Odder: More Oddball Appraisals, #ABA 1207-722 7 hours
*Tracy Martin, Kenneth Guilfoyle
Recommend approval

b. Introduction to Expert Witness Testimony, #ABA 1207-723 7 hours
*Tracy Martin, Kenneth Guilfoyle
Recommend approval

c. Mortgage Fraud: Protect Yourself!, ABA D207-724 Distance Education 7 hours
*Dan Bradley
Recommend approval

d. The Evolution of Finance and the Mortgage Market, #ABA D1207-725 Distance
Education 4 hours
*Alan Simmons
Recommend approval

B. Not previously approved by the Board:

1. Submitted by Hogan School of Real Estate
a. FHA & VA Appraisal Basics, 7 hours
Distance Education
*James Hogan
Recommend approval

Iv. Action regarding proposed instructor approval:

A. Submitted by Arizona School of Real Estate and Business
a. AP-14A General Appraiser Income Approach, #ABA 0507-642-14 30 hours
(1) Jacque E. Fournier
Recommend approval
b. AP-14B General Appraiser Income Approach, #ABA 0707-674-14 30 hours
(1) Jacque E. Fournier
Recommend approval
C. AP-11 General Appraiser Market Analysis and Highest and Best Use, #ABA 0907-
688-11 30 hours
(1) Jacques E. Fournier
Recommend approval
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d.  AP-15 General Appraiser Report Writing and Case Studies, #ABA 1008-825-15 30
hours
(1) Jacques E. Fournier
Recommend approval
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